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Abstract  
The research aims to analyse the relations between entrepreneurial personality traits and entrepreneurial intentions in students 
belonging to bachelor, master and doctoral level. From the comparison between two paired samples, one involved in 
entrepreneurial training and the other one not involved, results a strong interaction effect between involvement/ non-involvement 
in entrepreneurial training and the intent of starting a business on all the entrepreneurial personality traits.  
Keywords: entrepreneurial personality, entrepreneurial intent, individual differences.  
1. Introduction 
Entrepreneurial personality seems to become a topic of large interest in the last years and the amount of research 
is increasing every year. A large amount of literature emphasizes the importance of personality traits asserted as 
being associated with successful entrepreneurship. Among these, achievement motivation, internal locus of control, 
average risk propensity, proactivity, creativity, independence, tolerance of ambiguity, Type A behaviour are the 
most important (Begley & Boyd, 1987; Crant, 1996; Kickul & Gundry, 2002; Zampetakis; 2008). Other traits, such 
as emotional intelligence (Ahmetoglu, Leutner & Chamorro-Premuzic, 2011), entrepreneurial self-efficacy (Prodan 
& Drnovsek, 2010), entrepreneurial interests and skills (Schmitt-Rodermund, 2004), are also considered as good 
predictors of entrepreneurial intentions and entrepreneurship. When using the Big Five system, some general factors 
such as C+, O+, N E+ are relevant for entr
Socio-demographic variables are also considered as important for entrepreneurial interests and intentions. Gender 
is considered a very important obstacle: women are less interested in entrepreneurship than man (Gupta & Bhawe, 
2007), their perceived ability in the field being lower, and their risk attitude being more reluctant (Verheul, Thurik, 
Grilo, & van der Zwan, 2012). Other socio-demographic variables involved in entrepreneurship are: personal 
network (Prodan & Drnovsek, 2010); parental style (Schmitt-Rodermund, 2004); perceived desirability of 
entrepreneurship (Zampetakis, 2008). A special case is academic's entrepreneurship, in which several aspects are 
considered as important in shifting from the academic activity to a business endeavour, on a self-employed or on 
spin-off basis.  One of the most important variables influencing this type of entrepreneurship is the type of patents 
held, as well as the type of research (Prodan & Drnovsek, 2010). Obschonka, Goethner, Silbereisen, & Cantner 
(2012) consider that, for the academic scientist and entrepreneurship, the social identity plays a role in transition to 
entrepreneurship by exploitation of new knowledge. 
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2. Method 
 
2.1. Participants and procedure 
Our research aims to explore the differences in terms of personality traits between 215 university students already 
enrolled in entrepreneurial training (Sample A) and a paired sample of 215 non-enrolled students (Sample B). The 
paired sample (B) was carefully recruited in order to ensure a similar structure of gender, age, and level of education 
as sample A. Both samples included male and female students, recruited from all the faculties of the university, at 
bachelor, master and doctoral level. For each group, two filter questions allowed the sub-division into highly 
probable involvement in entrepreneurial activity in the next two years / no involvement generating four sub-
samples: 
- A+ (enrolled in EDU-Entrepreneur training and with highly probable involvement in the next future in 
entrepreneurial activity): 98 participants. 
- A  (enrolled in EDU-Entrepreneur training but with no interest for entrepreneurial activity in the next future): 
117 participants. 
- B+ (not-enrolled with highly probable involvement in the next future in entrepreneurial activity): 94 
participants. 
- B  (not-enrolled and with no interest for entrepreneurial activity in the next future): 121 participants.  
 
2.2. Instruments 
Three instruments were used, two consecrated and one created for this research. The Multidimensional Locus of 
Control Scale (Levenson, 1981) and the Proactive Personality Scale (Bateman & Crant, 1993) were found with good 
internal validity in our population: Cronbach's alpha coefficients range between .64 and .76 for MLCS scales and 
.89 for PPS (Luca & Cazan, 2011). The Entrepreneurial Personality Inventory consists in seven scales constructed to 
Social skil
 
 
2.3. Hypotheses  
Drawing from the literature on the entrepreneurial personality topic, we expect the following:   
 
H 1. The enrolled and ready to start a business participants (Sample A+) are more homogenous as a group from 
the point of view of entrepreneurial traits than not enrolled and not interested participants (Sample B ).  
 
H 2. Participants in Sample A+ are more homogenous from the point of view of entrepreneurial traits than 
participants in Sample B+ (not enrolled but having intentions for future entrepreneurship).  
 
H 3. The whole Sample A is more homogenous as entrepreneurial traits than Sample B participants, interested 
(B+) or not (B-), in future entrepreneurship. The A+ sample has significantly higher levels of entrepreneurial 
personality traits than Sample A .  
 
3. Results 
 
As expected in hypothesis 1, the results showed that the sample A+ has a higher level of the entrepreneurial traits 
than sample B , the participants in the first sub-sample being characterized not only by their involvement in 
entrepreneurial training, but also by their intention to become entrepreneurs, comparing to those in the second sub-
sample (Table 1).  
The independent samples t test confirmed our hypothesis that sub-sample A+ has the more appropriate 
entrepreneurial profile, with higher levels for risk propensity, social and entrepreneurial skills, creativity, 
independence, achievement motivation, and resource organization. They also have a higher level of internal locus of 
control and of proactive personality.  
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Table 1. Differences between sample A+ and sample B  
 
Traits Sample Mean St. dev t df p D Cohen 
Risk propensity A+ 67.85 9.3 8.09 218 .000 1.10 B  57.06 10.21 
Social skills A+ 54.06 5.69 5.42 218 .000 .74 B  49.36 6.88 
Entrepreneurial skills A+ 64.11 7.88 14.27 218 .000 1.94 B  47.91 8.74 
Creativity A+ 68.00 6.7 8.49 218 .000 1.16 B  59.65 7.65 
Independence A+ 61.52 6.42 3.98 218 .000 .54 B  57.78 7.29 
Achievement motivation A+ 70.72 5.47 8.52 218 .000 1.17 B  62.90 7.64 
Resource organization A+ 42.30 4.13 7.63 218 .000 1.05 B  37.42 5.12 
Internal locus of control A+ 31.55 2.75 5.4 218 .000 .74 B  29.06 3.84 
External locus of control 
(Others) 
A+ 18.89 4.16 -4.23 218 .000 .57 B  21.47 4.73 
External locus of control 
(Chance) 
A+ 18.34 3.86 -4.37 218 .000 .59 B  20.75 4.2 
Proactive personality A+ 67.12 7.05 10.37 218 .000 1.41 B  56.58 7.82 
 
The second hypothesis refers to the differences between the participants involved and those not involved in the 
entrepreneurial training, but having in common the intention to start their own business in the future. Even though 
the sub-samples A+ and B+ have in common the intention to start a business, the independent samples t test 
revealed some differences, and as expected these differences are weaker than those obtained for the first hypothesis 
(Table 2).  
 
Table 2. Differences in entrepreneurial traits between sample A+ and sample B+ 
 
Traits Sample Mean St. dev t df p D Cohen 
Entrepreneurial skills A+ 64.11 7.88 4.43 190 .000 .63 
B+ 58.68 9.07 
Creativity A+ 68.00 6.7 
3.63 190 .000 .52 
B+ 64.13 8.02 
Achievement motivation A+ 70.72 5.47 
5.22 190 .000 .75 
B+ 65.73 7.63 
Resource organization A+ 42.30 4.13 
5.31 190 .000 .76 
B+ 38.76 5.06 
External locus of control 
(Others) 
A+ 18.89 4.16 
-2.96 190 .003 .42 
B+ 20.67 4.17 
External locus of control 
(Chance) 
A+ 18.34 3.86 
-4.25 190 .000 .61 
B+ 20.82 4.22 
Proactive personality A+ 67.12 7.05 
2.72 190 .007 .39 
B+ 64.29 7.37 
 
The personality traits which contribute to the differences between the two samples are: entrepreneurial skills, 
creativity, achievement motivation, resource organization, and proactive personality, with higher levels for sub-
sample A+. As for locus of control, there are no differences regarding the internality, but the B+ sub-sample have a 
higher level for both scales measuring external locus of control. As shown in previous researches (McGee et al., 
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2009), for individuals with external locus of control, fate, luck, and circumstances are important determinants of 
entrepreneurial intention. In a previous paper (Luca, Cazan, & Tomulescu, 2012) the main differences between 
sample A and sample B were found significant for all the variables measured.  
A deeper analysis shows that there are no significant differences between A+ and A  sub-samples, except for the 
following traits: Entrepreneurial skills (t213=2.44; p= . 013; d= .34), A+ having a higher mean; External locus of 
control-Others (t213=2.01; p= . 045; d= .27); External locus of control-Chance (t213=2.56; p= . 011 d= .35), A+ 
having a lower mean for the last two. In our research, the results demonstrate that people who are aware of their 
entrepreneurial potential are more likely to get involved in entrepreneurial training, even though they are not 
interested in opening a business for the moment Oppositely, the B sample is less homogenous, results showing 
significant differences between B+ and B  sub-samples. The B+ sub-sample has significantly higher means for the 
following traits: Risk propensity (t214=6.25; p< .001; d= .85); Social skills (t214=3.19; p= .002; d= .43); 
Entrepreneurial skills (t214=8.83; p< .001; d= 1.20); Creativity (t214=4.17; p< .001; d= .57); Independence (t214=3.25; 
p= .001; d= .44); Achievement motivation (t214=2.70; p= .007; d= .37); Internal locus of control (t214=4.50; p< .001; 
d= .62); Proactive personality (t214=7.35; p< .001; d= 1.01).  
The 2x2 ANOVA factorial analysis demonstrates more accurately the differences between the 4 sub-samples, for 
each personality trait (Table 3).  
Table 3. The 2x2 ANOVA results for the effects of involvement/ non-involvement in entrepreneurial training  
and the intent of starting a business on the entrepreneurial personality 
 
Dependent variable Source Sum of df Mean F Sig. Partial Eta 
Risk propensity Entrepreneurial training 4741.92 
1. 427 
4741.92 2.16 .380 .68 
Intention 1801.55 1801.55 .82 .531 .45 
Training * Intention 2194.47 2194.47 25.93 .000 .05 
Social skills Entrepreneurial training 1150.62 
1. 427 
1150.62 4.01 .295 .80 
Intention 212.3 212.3 .74 .548 .42 
Training * Intention 286.86 286.86 7.22 .007 .01 
Entrepreneurial skills Entrepreneurial training 9587.53 
1. 427 
9587.53 5.46 .257 .84 
Intention 4792.79 4792.79 2.73 .346 .73 
Training * Intention 1754.35 1754.35 25.23 .000 .05 
Creativity Entrepreneurial training 3215.78 
1. 427 
3215.78 11.44 .183 .92 
Intention 867.72 867.72 3.08 .329 .75 
Training * Intention 280.90 280.90 5.38 .021 .01 
Independence Entrepreneurial training 488.4 
1. 427 
488.40 1.7 .417 .63 
Intention 272.25 272.25 .94 .509 .48 
Training * Intention 287.33 287.33 6.27 .013 .01 
Achievement motivation Entrepreneurial training 4150.81 
1. 427 
4150.81 24.77 .126 .96 
Intention 264.86 264.86 1.58 .428 .61 
Training * Intention 167.56 167.56 3.69 .055 .01 
Resource organization Entrepreneurial training 1472.24 
1. 427 
1472.24 432.7 .031 .99 
Intention 142.82 142.82 41.97 .097 .97 
Training * Intention 3.4 3.4 .15 .694 .01 
Internal locus of control Entrepreneurial training 147.14 
1. 427 
147.14 1.66 .420 .62 
Intention 184.81 184.81 2.08 .385 .67 
Training * Intention 88.52 88.52 7.96 .005 .02 
Proactive personality Entrepreneurial training 3944.61 
1. 427 
3944.61 3.5 .312 .77 
Intention 2109.62 2109.62 1.87 .402 .65 
Training * Intention 1126.12 1126.12 21.01 .000 .05 
The factorial analysis of variance indicates a strong interaction effect between involvement/ non-involvement in 
entrepreneurial training and the intent of starting a business on all the entrepreneurial personality traits, except 
Resource organization and External locus of control. There are no significant main effects except for the effect of 
entrepreneurial training on resource organization skill. This is not an unexpected result, because form all the 
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measured entrepreneurial traits, resource organization is the most likely to be changed by education. The university 
should encourage entrepreneurial education in order to facilitate entrepreneurship of the graduates and even of the 
academics (Prodan & Drnovsek, 2010). The interaction effects emphasize the superiority of A+ sub-sample 
concerning these traits over all the other sub-samples, thus our third hypothesis is confirmed. The sub-sample B+ 
has a resembling profile with sub-samples A+, A , although it has a lower level for all the entrepreneurial traits.  
 
4. Conclusions   
The results indicate the necessity to take into account the personality traits for future entrepreneurship training. 
The results confirmed the hypotheses, showing that people who are aware of their entrepreneurial potential are more 
likely to get involved in entrepreneurial training and will benefit more from it. The training can provide them with 
the chances to learn new entrepreneurial skills, which may be helpful for their future business, developing 
entrepreneurial capabilities, and contributing to entrepreneurial identities and cultures at individual, collective and 
social levels (Rae, 2010). Entrepreneurial intention reflects a more adequate perception of reality, a realistic self-
evaluation of capabilities and an evaluation of the opportunities. The opportunity to participate in the training can 
act as a filter: those who are aware of their possibility of success in an entrepreneur career are more committed to 
become entrepreneurs, engaging in entrepreneurial education (Rodrigues et al., 2012). This involvement creates the 
possibility of a greater entrepreneurial success in the future.  
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